Contest  Fnr  African  Favor 


In  Augu.'^  Premier  Khrushchev  proposed  that  the  heads  of 

•state  participaivj  in  the  forthcoming  session  of  the  UN  General  As-, 
sembly,  ostensibly  to  consider  the  perennial  problem  of  disarmament. 

More  realistically  one  may  assume  that  Premier  Khrushchev  is 
interested  in  a  propaganda  maneuver  to  honor  and  win  the  favor  of 
the  many  new  African  nations  which  will  appear  in  the  Assembly. 

A  number  of  governments  have  fallen  in  with  Mr.  Khrushchev’s  suggestion. 
The  Communist  leader  is  en  route  to  the  United  States  with  a  boatload  of  Com¬ 
munist  fellow  travelers.  The  two  African  heads  of  state  who  have  made  the 
pilgrimage  to  Moscow,  President  Nasser  of  the  UAR,  and  Sekou  Tour6  of 
Guinea,  will  join  Mr.  Khrushchev  in  Manhattan.  Others  who  will  attend  are 
Marshal  Tito  of  Yugoslavia,  Castro  of  Cuba  and  Sukarno  of  Indonesia. 

Mr.  Khrushchev  and  his  partners  will  play  to  the  applause  of  the  Africans, 
posing  as  the  peace-makers.  They  are  persuaded  that  the  West  is  losing  its 
influence  in  the  international  parliament. 

*  *  .  « 

This  will  be  Nasser’s  first  trip  to  the  UN  and  to  the  United  States.  He, 
too,  sees  an  opportunity  to  make  his  “neutralism”  reap  dividends.  One  of  the 
UAR  goals  is  a  seat  on  the  UN  Security  Council,  succeeding  Tunisia.  The 
UAR  has  been  nom'/.ated  by  the  Arab  League,  and  it  looks  as  if  Washington 
I  believes  that  it  has  no  alternative  but  to  support  Nasser  for  this  honor.  For 

I  if  we  don’t,  Mr.  Khrushchev  will  exploit  our  opposition  to  our  disadvantage 

1  among  the  Arab  nations. 

Egypt  has  been  on  the  UN  Security  Council  twice  before — in  1945-1946 — 
'  and  in  1948-1950.  It  was  there  at  the  time  when  it  faced  a  threat  of  sanctions 
because  it  insisted  on  playing  the  role  of  an  invading  “fire  brigade”  in  Palestine. 
Nevertheless,  there  is  something  highly  incongruous  about  the  UAR’s  elevation 
to  this  position  of  responsibility  at  this  time. 

The  UAR  has  a  unique  record,  which  perhaps  no  one  can  match.  At 
recast  five  governments  have  thought  it  necessary  to  complain  to  the  United 
^^iations  about  its  belligerence  and  disorderly  conduct,  including  the  Arab  states 
^^f  Iraq,  Lebanon,  Jordan  and  Sudan.  Nasser  proclaims  himself  to  be  in  a  state  of 
war  with  Israel,  defying  the  UN  Security  Council  decision  calling  for  an  end  to 
his  blockade  of  the  Suez  Canal.  Recendy,  Nasser  broke  off  relations  with  Iran, 
threatened  Turkey,  and,  at  this  moment,  Cairo  Radio  is  blasting  away  at  Jor¬ 
dan,  inviting  for  King  Hussein  the  same  fate — death  by  time  bomb--recendy 
decifbd  for  Premier  Majali. 

No  government  has  been  less  concerned  to  honor  the  injunctions  of  the 
UN  Charter  and  the  Security  Council’s  own  decisions.  Thus,  Nasser’s  most 
recent  UN  performance  offers  litde  reassurance. 

Several  weeks  ago  the  world  lifted  a  most  skeptical  eyebrow  when  UN 
Secretary  General  Dag  Hammarskjold  announced  he  would  accept  a  UAR 
battalion  of  500  paratroopers  in  the  UN  force  which  was  being  mobilized  to 
keep  order  in  the  Congo.  The  UAR  had  shown  itself  to  be  partisan,  joining 
Moscow  in  support  of  Lumumba  and  in  virulent  hostility  toward  Lumumba’s 
foes.  Perhaps  Mr.  Hammarskjold  had  no  alternative.  Perhaps  he  thought  it 
preferable  to  put  Nasser  in  UN  harness  than  to  encourage  him  to  ride  tandem 
with  the  USSR  in  proferring  aid  to  Lumumba  outside  the  UN. 

But,  as  might  have  been  expected,  Nasser  speedily  clashed  with  the  UN 
in  the  Congo  operation.  Cairo  Radio  attacked  the  UN  for  exercising  control 
over  the  Leonoldville  radio  station  and  airports.  The  Egyptians  charged  that 
the  UN  fort,.  '  ad  deviated  from  their  mission  and  were  helping  the  “imperial¬ 
ist  powers”  to  istroy  the  independence  of  the  Congo.  The  UAR  battalion  re¬ 
fused  to  carryout  UN  orders  and  the  UAR  announced  that  it  was  being  with¬ 
drawn,  opetf^  again  echoing  the  Khrushchev  line.  Hardly  an  encouraging 
prelude/<o  the  UAR’s  accession  to  membership  in  the  UN  Security  Council. 

*  -  •  -  • 

But  Washington  at  the  moment  is  much  more  concerned  about  public 
reaction  should  Nasser  express  a  desire  to  vi^it  the  capital  and  pay  his  respects 

•  the  President.  Since  there  are  more  than  20  heads  of  state  participating  in 
e  forthcoming  UN  session,  thanks  partly  to  Premier  Khrushchev’s  inspiration, 
,  the  President  may  find  it  inconvenient  to  acconunodate  so  large  a  pilgrimage 
I  and  undiplomatic  to  single  out  any  one.  ' 
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Hussein  Accuses.  King  Hussein  of  Jor¬ 
dan  has  charged  that  President  Nasser 
knew  of  the  plot  to  assassinate  him  and 
Premier  Hazza  Majali.  He  told  the 
press.  Sept.  6,  that  “we  know  that  the 
UAR  is  responsible  for  this  plot”  and 
that  he  was  “sure  that  Nasser  was 
aware  of  it.” 

Jordan  has  asked  the  UAR  for  the 
extradition  of  two  men  who  served  as 
messengers  in  the  Jordan  Press  Bureau 
and  who  are  believed  to  have  fled  to 
Damascus  after  the  bombing.  But,  on 
Sept.  8,  Amman  Radio  reported  that 
the  UAR  had  abrogated  its  extradition 
treaty  with  Jordan  on  the  same  day 
that  the  Jordan  extradition  request  was 
handed  to  the  Syrian  Minister  of  Justice. 
Amman  then  said  that  the  abrogation 
means  admitting  that  the  “criminals 
were  in  their  country  and  that  the  crime 
took  place  at  their  hands  and  they  were 
encouraged,  prepared  and  financed  by 
Abdel  Nasser.” 

The  Egyptians,  for  their  part,  have 
gone  so  far  as  to  charge  that  the  whole 
bombing  incident  was  engineered  by 
Hussein,  in  order  to  provide  an  excuse 
for  summoning  the  British  back  into 
the  country. 

Cairo  Radio  stepped  up  its  campaign 
against  Hussein:  “You  alone  are  the 
murderer  ...  He  was  murdered  by 
your  policy,  the  iwlicy  of  treason. 
What  befell  Majali  is  a  political  event 
which  can  be  described  in  the  language 
of  the  law  as  ‘a  treason  that  led  to  a 
death.’  ” 

Cairo  Radio  further  warned  that  “the 
agents  of  imperialism  can  no  longer 
hold  their  positions.  In  Jordan,  Iran 
and  the  Congo,  agents  of  imperialism, 
meet  the  same  fate  at  the  hands  of  the 
people.” 

It  is  expected  th^Hussein  will  carry 
his  fight  against  the  UAR  to  the  United 
Nations.  He  cannot  afford  to  let  the 
Majali  assassination  pass  without  pro¬ 
test. 

(Continued  on  page  36) 
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It  is  not  surprising  that  Sen.  John  F. 
Kennedy’s  proposal  for  a  White  House 
initiative  to  promote  an  Arab>IsraeI 
peace  settlement  should  have  provoked 
angry  protests,  not  only  from  Cairo 
Radio  but  from  Arab  partisans  in  the 
United  States. 

For  the  Kennedy  call  for  direct  ne¬ 
gotiations  exposes  the  underlying  cause 
of  this  continuing  conflict.  It  is  the  re- 
i^fusal  of  the  Arabs  to  make  peace  with 
Israel,  their  belief  that  they  can  remain 
in  a  state  of  war  without  rebuke,  and 
their  irredentist  hope  that  they  will  gain 
enough  material  and  political  strength 
to  accomplish  Israel’s  liquidation.  Ob- 
1  viously,  the  threat  of  a  new  Washing- 
I  ton  peace  initiative  puts  the  Arabs  on 
I  a  diplomatic  spot. 

j  And  so  both  the  Arabs  and  their 
friends  in  this  country  have  been  at¬ 
tacking  the  Democratic  presidential 
:  candidate^  charging  that  he  is  merely 
;  bidding  for  the  Jewish  vote  in  the  forth¬ 
coming  Elections.  And,  since  Vice- 
President  I  Richard  M.  Nixon  has  also 
said  that  “the  time  has  come  when  we 
should  try  to  bring  about  an  overall 
settlement  of  the  Palestine  question  in 
all  its  aspects,’’  the  Republican  candi¬ 
date  has  also  come  in  for  Arab  criti¬ 
cism.  , 

r 

The  Arab  position  is  based  on  a  ser¬ 
ies  of  false  premises: 

1.  that  there  is  a  Jewish  vote  in  the 
United  States; 

2.  that  American  friendship  for  Is¬ 
rael  is  a  surrender  to  Jewish  influence, 
that  American  opinion  is  really  indif¬ 
ferent  or  would  support  the  Arab 
cause  but  for  the  alleged  domination  of 
America’s  press  and  radio  by  Jews; 

3.  that  the  Kennedy  and  Nixon 
statements,  calling  for  an  Arab-Israel 
peace  are  pro-Israel  and  anti-Arab,  and 
are  issued  merely  to  gain  votes  and 
therefore  can  be  disregarded. 

The  Arabs  have  talked  themselves 
into  believing  these  three  illusions.  That 
is  why,  12  years  after  Israel’s  establish¬ 
ment,  they  still  think  that  Americans 
will  ultimately  abandon  Israel  to  an 
Arab  fate.  They  wish  the  candidates 
would  refrain  from  discussing  Ameri¬ 
can  policy  in  the  Middle  East,  for  they 
would  then  be  spared  unhappy  disil¬ 
lusionment.  They  become  angered 
when  both  political  parties  and  both 
presidential  candidates  say  they  favor  a 
Middle  East  peace.  They  argue  that 


the  parties  should  refrain  from  discus¬ 
sing  the  Middle  East  because  discus¬ 
sion  offends  them.  They  are  consoled 
when  they  read  cynical  comment  dis¬ 
paraging  the  Kennedy-Nixon  statements 
as  politically  motivated. 

Actually,  there  is  nothing  to  justify 
the  demand  that  the  candidates  abstain 
from  discussion  of  Middle  East  policies. 
Why  should  any  foreign  policy  issue 
become  a  sacrosanct  taboo?  If  the 
Administration  has  made  mistakes  in 
the  Middle  East — and  no  one,  least  of 
all  Cairo,  will  deny  that  it  has — ^why 
shouldn’t  these  policies  be  reviewed? 
How  else  achieve  an  improvement? 

*  *  * 

Consider  the  three  premises. 

Is  there  a  Jewish  vote  in  the  United 
States?  Experts  insist  that  there  isn’t. 
Almost  all  Jewish  organizations  refrain 
from  making  political  endorsements. 

Jewish  voters  resent  any  suggestion 
that  their  decisions  in  elections  are  mo¬ 
tivated  by  a  bloc  interest  or  dictated  by 
a  bloc  judgment.  (This  writer  was  a 
political  writer  on  a  daily  newspaper 
for  17  years  and  never  saw  evidence 
of  a  Jewish  bloc  vote.) 

This  does  not  mean  that  Jews  are  not 
interested  in  the  fate  of  Israel.  On  the 
contrary.  The  great  majority  of  Amer¬ 
ican  Jews  are  deeply  concerned  and 
want  a  strong  policy  by  our  govern¬ 
ment  to  promote  a  fair  Arab-Israel 
peace  settlement.  But  many  consider¬ 
ations  of  policy,  domestic  as  well  as 
foreign,  influence  Jewish  voters  when 
they  go  to  the  polls.  Moreover,  Amer¬ 
ican  friendship  for  Israel  has  never 
been  a  partisan  issue  dividing  the  po¬ 
litical  parties  and  candidates.  Both 
major  parties  supported  Israel’s  restora¬ 
tion  from  the  beginning. 

And  that  brings  us  to  fallacy  No.  2. 

The  Arab  notion  that  friendship  for 
Israel  is  a  mere  pandering  to  Jewish 
influence  is  a  propaganda  myth.  Long 
before  there  was  a  Zionist  movement 
in  this  country,  many  influential  Amer¬ 
ican  leaders  in  the  press,  in  the  minis¬ 
try,  in  government,  favored  the  restora¬ 
tion  of  a  Jewish  national  home.  And 
when  Israel  struggled  for  survival,  both 
on  the  battlefleld  in  the  Jerusalem  cor¬ 
ridor  and  in  the  political  arena  at 
Flushing  Meadow  and  Lake  Success, 
the  vast  majority  of  Americans  sup¬ 
ported  her  and  applauded  President 
Truman’s  swift  diplomatic  recognition. 
And  American  editors  don’t  need  to  be 


told  that  the  American  press  is  not  do.^.- 
inated  by  Jewish  influence. 

As  for  fallacy  No.  3,  one  should 
study ,  the  Kennedy  and  Nixon  state¬ 
ments.  objectively.  They  call  for  as¬ 
sistance  to  both  Israel  and  the  Arabs, 
for  a  peace  settlement,  for  an  end  to 
boycotts  and  blockades,  for  resistance 
to  aggression,  for  the  resettlement  of 
the  Arab  refugees. 

Neither  statement  is  partisan  nor 
biased.  Both  statements  clearly  offer 
America’s  hand  to  all  the  peoples  in 
the  region. 

The  frenetic  reaction  in  Cairo  and 
the  undiplomatic  attacks  by  the  UAR 
ambassador  in  this  country,  against  the 
candidates  and  against  the  audiences  to 
which  they  had  addressed  their  state¬ 
ments,  do  no  credit  to  the  Arab  cause. 
How  can  the  Arabs  profit  in  the  arena 
of  world  opinion  by  charging  that  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  for  peace  are  pro-Zionist, 
and  that  people  who  favor  a  continua¬ 
tion  of  the  war  are  pro-Arab?  ^ 

[UAR  Ambassador  Mustafa  E 
mel’s  speech  to  the  Arab  students 
in  Washington,  on  Aug.  29,  brought 
a  vigorous  protest  from  Rep.  Sey¬ 
mour  Halpern  (R-N.Y.),  on  Sept. 

13. 

Rep.  Halpern  asked  Secretary  of 
State  Christian  A.  Herter  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  the  UAR  envoy 
should  be  declared  persona  non 
grata.  He  charged  that  the  UAR 
ambassador  had  intervened  in  Ame¬ 
rican  domestic  affairs  by  "involve¬ 
ment  in  our  national  election  cam¬ 
paign  activity”  and  had  “openly 
defamed  our  citizens  of  Jewish 
faith.”  Congressman  Halpern  said 
that  Ambassador  Kamel  had  im¬ 
pugned  their  loyalty  in  a  “flagrant 
appeal  to  religious  bigotry,”  and, 
he  continued:  j 

“There  has  been  enough  difficulty 
with  native  bigots  injecting  re-  j 
ligious  issues  into  the  American 
election  scene  without  the  UAR  am¬ 
bassador  entering  the  fray.”] 

The  Utley  Letter 

The  Arabs  can  draw  solace  from  the  j  I 
kind  of  letter  which  Freda  Utley  wrote  /  | 
to  the  New  York  Times  and  to  the/  j 
Washington  Post  last  weekend.  The  lew  ; 
ter  charges  that  the  Kennedy  grof  at' 
defeats  its  purpose  because  it  will  “in. 
flame  Arab  resentment”  and  revive  the  | 
“waning  influence  of  the  Arab  extrem- 
ists  .  .  •.  who  distrust  the  West,  con-  | 
sider  the  very  idea  of  peace  with  Israel 
as  treason  and  dream  of  driving  her  j 


into  the  seas.”  Likewise, .  she  con¬ 
tends,  it  will  encourage  the  Israeli  “ul¬ 
tras”  who  hope  to  extend  Israel’s  fron¬ 
tiers. 

This  is  typical  distortion.  Miss  Ut¬ 
ley,  having  been  to  Israel,  knows  very 
well  that  the  Israel  government  is  ready 
to  make  peace  with  the  Arabs  on  the 
I  basis  of  the  UN  armistice  lines  and 
I  has  no  interest  in  acquiring  additional 

IArab  territory  or  Arab  residents. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Arab  threats 
I  to  destroy  Israel  emanate,  not  from 
j  Arab  extremists,  but  from  ^e  heads  of 
the  Arab  governments. 

If  any  one  is  encouraging  Arabs  in 
their  hope  of  destroying  Israel,  it  is  not 
Sen.  Kennedy — it  is  Miss  Utley  and 
others  who  keep  reassuring  the  Arabs 
that  American  leaders  are  engaged  in 
the  pursuit  of  votes  and  can,  there- 
^  fore,  be  disregarded. 

(Incidentally,  Miss  Utley’s  book  on 
.lie  hy.ddle  East  calls  upon  Israel  to 
yield  territory  to  the  Arabs.) 

In  her  efforts  to  prove  that  Ameri-, 
cans  really  do  not  care  about  Israel  and 
I  did  not  favor  Israel’s  creation.  Miss 
Utley  contradicts  Sen.  Kennedy’s  state¬ 
ment  that  President  Wilson  “forecast 
with  prophetic  wisdom  the  creation  of 
a  Jewish  homeland  in  Palestine.”  She 
attempts  to  create  the  impression  that 
President  Wilson  was  opposed  to  a 
Jewish  state  because  he  was  for  self- 
etermination.  > 

Miss  Utley  is  misinformed,  as  her 
book  shows  her  to  be  on  many  aspects 
of  Palestine’s  history.  The  truth  is  that 
President  Wilson  favored  self-determi¬ 


rccommendation  that  a  Jewish  Com¬ 
monwealth  be  established  in  Palestine. 
And  in  1922,  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  unanimously  supported 
the  Lodge-Fish  resolution  favoring  the 
establishment  of  a  Jewish  national 
home. 

But  all  this  is  ancient  history.  And 
Miss  Utley’s  attempt  to  rewrite  it  as 
she  thinks  it  should  have  occurred  is 
part  of  an  overall  propaganda  offensive 
which  seeks  to  attenuate  American- 
Israel  ties  and  which  is  dangerously  in¬ 
imical  to  the  attainment  of  peace. 

Are  We  Non-Interventionist? 

An  analysis  of  the  statements  made 
by  the  presidential  candidates  and  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  James  P.  Mitchell, 
which  were  printed  in  our  last  issue, 
reveals  interesting  differences. 

Sen.  Kennedy  believes  that  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  has  not  fully  exercised  its 
authority  or  strength  in  the  past  and 
insists  that  all  the  authority  of  the 
White  House  be  used  to  promote  an 
Arab-Israel  settlement. 

Vice-President  Nixon  also  wants  an 
overall  settlement,  but  he  emphasizes 
the  role  of  the  UN.  And  he  proposes 
to  give  this  issue  “highest  priority”  by 
assigning  primary  responsibility  for  di¬ 
recting  negotiations  to  his  running 
mate,  Henry  Cabot  Lodge,  who  led  our 
UN  delegation. 

[That  statement  whipped  up  a  con¬ 
troversial  storm.  Democrats  recalled 
that  Mr.  Lodge  was  in  charge  of  the 
U.S.  delegation  during  the  1956  Suez 
crisis.  They  pointed  out  that  Sen.  Lyn- 


How  far  have  Republicans  Nixon 
and  Lodge  moved  away  from  the  State 
Department’s  position,  which  appears 
to  have  been  voiced  by  Sectary 
Mitchell  in  his  speech  to  the  Zionist 
convention  in  New  York?  In  that 
speech,  Mr.  Mitchell  criticized  Sen. 
Kennedy’s  proposal  for  a  White  House 
initiative  as  premature.  But,  he  might 
have  directed  the  same  criticism  at  the 
Nixon-Lodge  statements. 

Mr.  Mitchell  is  clearly  opposed  to  a 
U.S.  initiative.  He  describe  Ameri¬ 
can  policy  in  the  Middle  East  as  “non¬ 
partisan”  and  “non-interventionist.”  It 
is  the  -  “objective  pursuit  of  peace 
through  support  of  UN  activities  to  re¬ 
duce  tension.”  He  warned  against  in¬ 
tervention  which  “may  lead  to  fresh 
animosity  and  renewed  mistrust.” 

No  one  will  dispute  the  concept  of 
impartiality.  But  impartiality  doesn’t 
mean  neutrality  or  immobility.  And 
Mr.  Mitchell’s  emphasis  on  the  term 
“non-interventionist”  raises  differences 
of  opinion. 

For,  in  the  clash  between  Sen.  Ken¬ 
nedy  and  Secretary  Mitchell,  one  finds 
the  crux  of  the  problem.  The  United 
States  has  been  interventionist  in  the 
Middle  East.  One  thinks  of  the  Bagh¬ 
dad  Pact,  the  shipment  of  arms  to  Iraq, 
the  Johnston  water  plan,  the  Dulles 
19SS  speech  and  the  subsequent  peace 
initiative,  the  sending  of  the  Sixth  Fleet 
to. save  Jordan  in  19S7  and  the  dispatch 
of  the  Marines  to  save  Lebanon  in 
1958. 

But,  it  is  a  fact  that  since  the  Le¬ 
banon  intervention  we  have  abstained 


nation  for  Jews,  as  well  as  for  Arabs. 
He  was  consulted  by  the  British  on  the 
Balfour  Declaration.  The  text  was  sent 
to  him  on  Oct.  10,  1917.  He  cabled 
his  approval  one  week  later  and  the 
British  Cabinet  was  informed  of  his 
stand.  And  on  Mar.  2,  1919,  Presi¬ 
dent  Wilson  declared: 

“I  am  persuaded  that  the  Allied 
Nations,  with  the  fullest  encour¬ 
agement  of  our  government  and 
people,  are  agreed  that  in  Palestine 
,.here  shall  be  laid  the  foundation 
of  a  Jewish  Commonwealth.” 

-  But  Miss  Utley  argues  that  President 
Wilson  sent  the  King-Crane  Commis¬ 
sion  to  the  Near  East.  The  report  of 
this  Commission  was  hostile  to  the  cre¬ 
ation  of  a  Jewish  Commonwealth  and 
from  this  she  infers  that  President 
Wilson  was  hostile.  But,  in  sending 
the  Commission  to  the  Middle  East, 
President  Wilson  reaffirmed  his  support 
of  the  Balfour  Declaration.  Later,  our 
government  refused  to  accept  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  recommendation  that  the 
^^ited  States  accept  the  mandate. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Intelligence 
Section  of  the  U.S.  delegation  to  the 
Peace  Conference  was  emphatic  in  its 


don  B.  Johnson,  the  Democratic  candi¬ 
date  for  Vice-President,  had  challenged 
the  Lodge  position  at  a  White  House 
conference  on  Feb.  20,  1957.  At  that 
time.  Sen.  Johnson  and  former  Sen. 
William  F.  Knowland  (R-Calif.)  joined 
in  demanding  that  the  Administration 
not  require  Israel  to  withdraw  from 
Sinai  and  the  Gaza  strip  without  ade¬ 
quate  guarantees  against  the  renewal  of 
raids  and  blockades. 

Countering  this  criticism,  Mr.  Lodge 
told  a  New  York  meeting.  Sept.  5,  that 
“constructive  aspects”  can  be  found  in 
what  happened  in  the  UN  after  the 
Suez  incident. 

He  said  that  he  had  “enthusiastically 
agreed”  with  the  position  of  former 
Ambassador  Abba  Eban  of  Israel  that 
the  Palestine  area  should  not  simply 
“revert  to  the  dangerous  and  inflamed 
condition  which  had  preceded  the  Suez 
incident.”  He  cited  as  one  result  the 
successful  effort  to  win  UN  approval 
for  the  creation  of  UNEF  and  its  sta¬ 
tioning  in  the  Gaza  strip  and  at  the 
Gulf  of  Aqaba,  with  Egypt’s  acquies- 
cense.  And  he  concurred  in  the  view 
that  the  time  had  come  to  work  for  an 
overall  settlement.) 


from  any  open  or  direct  action  on  our 
own  initiative.  We  have  tried  to  be 
studiously  neutral  between  Iraq  -and  the 
UAR;  we  have  been  much  more  toler¬ 
ant  of  Nasser’s  obstreperousness  and, 
indeed,  we  have  restored  large  scale 
economic  aid  to  Nasser,  while  continu¬ 
ing  substantial  aid  to  nations  which 
Nasser  attacks,  Jordan,  Israel,  Iran  and 
others. 

Perhaps  the  most  conspicuous  ex¬ 
ample  of  this  “non-interventiqnist”  pol¬ 
icy  was  our  attitude  in  1959,  when.! 
Nasser  resumed  the  Suez  C^nal  block- j 
ade.  The  Administration  line  was  to  ! 
let  the  UN  handle  it  But  tjhe  UN  can 
never  be  a  potent  iostrumejit  unless  it> 
is  powerfully  reinforced  by  the  strong- 1 
est  of  the  Western  powers.  The  failure  j 
of  the  Administration  to  challenge  the 
blockade  with  all  its  authority  and  i 
prestige  led  to  the  Douglas-Keatingj 
freedom  of  the  seas  amendment.  j 

Just  how  non-interventionist  have  wej 
become?  Would  we  intervene  in  Le-I 
banon  if  the  1958  crisis  were  reproC^ 
duced?  Would  we  intervene  in  Jor¬ 
dan  today  if  relations  between  Hussein 
and  Nasser  deteriorated?  Would  we 
(Turn  the  page) 
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intervene  to  help  defend  the  integrity 
of  any  country  Aat  is  attacked? 

Probably  we  would.  But  interven¬ 
tion  should  not  be  limited  merely  to  re¬ 
action  to  the  threat  of  disaster.  Posi¬ 
tive  initiatives  to  arrest  deterioration 
and  to  promote  an  improvement  in  re¬ 
lationships  should  not  be  discouraged. 
Without  entering  into  a  partisan  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  merits  of  the  candidates 
or  the  parties,  the  Near  East  Report 
has  always  urged  a  strong  stand  by  our 
government  on  these  issues  as  the  best 
guarantee  of  the  peace.  The  first  edi¬ 
torial  in  this  publication,  on  June  2, 
1957,  was  entitled  “Don’t  Stand  Still.” 

And  this  remains  the  core  of  the  is¬ 
sue.  It  can  be  argued,  of  course,  that 
inaction  is  also  a  positive  policy  and 
sometimes  to  be  preferred-— that  mo¬ 
tion  is  not  an  end  in  itself.  But  the 
question  which  critics  level  at  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  is  whether  we  have  adopted 
non-intervention  by  choice  or  because 
we  believe  that  we  can  no  longer  in¬ 
fluence  the  course  of  events.  If  there 
is  a  debatable  issue  in  the  field  of  Mid¬ 
dle  East  policy,  it  is  not  an  argument 
which  measures  and  compares  the  vol¬ 
ume  of  our  friendship  for  the  various 
rivals  in  the  Middle  East,  be 'they  Jor¬ 
danians,  Israelis,  Lebanese,  Iranians  or 
Nasserites. 

In  the  last  analysis,  the  test  of  our 
policy  is  our  vigor  and  capacity  to  fight 
in  a  positive  and  affirmative  way  for 
both  peace  and  freedom — ^not  only  in 
the  Middle  East  but  in  other  troubled 
areas  of  the  world. 


Vimving  the  News 

,  .  .  continued 
Loans  to  Israel.  Israel  will  receive  a 
total  of  $36.4  million  from  the  World 
Bank  and  the  U.S.  Export-Import  Bank 
to  improve  her  transportation  facilities. 

The  World  Bank  loan  of  $27  million 
will  finance  the  building  of  a  new  deep¬ 
water  port  at  Ashdod,  south  of  Tel 
Aviv.  And  the  $8.9  million  from  the 
U.S.  agency  will  be  used  by  El  A1  Air¬ 
lines  for  the  purchase  of  two  Boeing 
707  jet  planes  for  international  flights. 

The  loan  for  Ashdod  was  granted 
over  the  objections  of  the  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Arabs  on  the  World  Bank 
board. 

An  autonomous  port  authority  will 
be  established  in  1961  which  will  then 
assume  jurisdiction  over  the  construc¬ 
tion,  operation  and  development  of 
Israel’s  port  facilities. 

Aid  for  Arabs.  The  Industrial  Bank 
of  Egypt  has  been  granted  a  loan  by  the 
Development  Loan  Fund  of  $7  million 
which  will  aid  private  industries  to  im¬ 
port  U.S.  machinery  for  the  increase 
of  their  productive  capacity.  The  UAR’s 
five-year  development  program  calls 


for  the  building  of  200  factories  with 
*an  investment  of  $220  million. 

And  the  UAR  Minister  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Land  Reform,  Sayed  Marey, 
on  a  visit  to  Washington  last  month, 
conferred  with  DLF  Director  Vance 
Brand  over  the  prospect  of  a  $20  mil¬ 
lion  loan  to  irrigate  and  reclaim  desert 
land  in  the  Egyptian  Region. 

The  UAR  envoy  also  discussed  the 
possibilities  of  further  surplus  food  pur¬ 
chases  in  addition  to  the  $75  million  in 
surplus  grain  which  the  UAR  bought 
earlier  in  August. 

Rescue.  The  Mutual  Security  Act  ap¬ 
proved  by  Congress  calls  upon  the 
President  for  a  plan  for  American  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  rescue  of  ancient  Egyp¬ 
tian  temples  which  will  be  inundated 
by  the  Nile  after  the  Aswan  Dam  is 
erected. 

The  Congressional  amendment  to 
the  MSA  proposes  the  utilization  of 
foreign  currencies  available  to  the 
United  States  to  help  preserve  these 
cultural  monuments. 

The  President  is  to  submit  a  pro¬ 
gram  before  Mar.  1  to  use  counterpart 
funds,  arising  from  the  sale  of  surplus 
foods  and  soft  loans  to  the  UAR. 

And  Libya.  In  the  next  five  years 
Libya  will  receive  $10  million  a  year 
in  grant  money  from  the  United  States 
— $9  million  in  Special  Assistance  and 


one  million  from  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  Air  Force  funds. 

According  to  Libya’s  Premier  Abdul- 
Majid  Koobar,  the  grant  is  “absolutely 
free  from  any  condition.”  However, 
the  agreement  does  stipulate  that  none 
Of  this  money  may  be  used  by  the  Lib¬ 
yan  government  for  debt  retirement  or 
for  the  purchase  of  goods  from  the 
Soviet  bloc. 


Although  no  mention  is  made  of 
Wheelus  Base,  the  Libyans  consi'^','r  this 
money  as  payment  for  its  use. 


AN  ANNOUNCEMENT 
The  price  of  the  annual  sub¬ 
scription  to  the  NEAR  EAST 
REPORT  has  been  reduced  from 
$10  to  $7,  effective  Sept.  1. 
This  reduction  has  been  made 
possible  because  circulation  of 
the  NEAR  EAST  REPORT  has 
been  steadily  rising. 

The  Near  East  Report  bound 
volume.  Volume  III,  contains 
all  issues  from  June  1,  1959 
through  May  15,  1960,  with 
an  index.  You  may  order  it 
now.  The  price  is  $2.00.  It 
will  be  off  the  press  this  month. 

You  may  also  obtain  a  copy 
of  Volume  I  and  II,  Indexed,  a 
single  volume  which  contains 
all  issues  from  June  1957 
through  May  1959,  $3.00. 
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Please  enter  my  subscription  for 
the  NEAR  EAST  REPORT. 
-Check  for  $7.00  enclosed.  □ 
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